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Abstract: The influence of parapets on crown walls of mound breakwaters on wave forces has not
been extensively analyzed in the literature. In this study, numerical experiments were carried out
using the open-source platform OpenFOAM® to evaluate the influence of nine crown wall geometries
with and without parapets. The OpenFOAM® model was validated with laboratory experiments.
Dimensionless horizontal forces and overturning moments due to horizontal forces increase when
there is a parapet. Dimensionless up-lift forces provide similar results, regardless of the existence of a
parapet. Crown walls with parapets increase the horizontal wave forces and overturning moments
due to horizontal wave forces by a factor of two.
Keywords: wave forces; wave overtopping; bullnose; parapet; recurved wall; mound breakwater;
CFD; VOF; OpenFOAM®; crown wall
1. Introduction
The crest level of a mound breakwater is designed to work with lower mean wave overtopping
discharges than tolerable limits for port operation and structural safety. A monolithic concrete wall
is usually constructed on top of the breakwater to increase the crest freeboard, improve accessibility,
and provide support for facilities. In order to reduce the wave overtopping on existing or new mound
breakwaters with a crown wall, a parapet can be constructed on the crown wall to return part of the
flow to the sea. Molines et al. [1] studied the influence of a parapet on wave overtopping of mound
breakwaters with crown walls. The authors noticed a reduction in the dimensionless mean wave
overtopping discharges when a parapet was constructed. Molines et al. [1] analyzed the effects of the
parapet angle (εp), parapet width (wp), and parapet height (hp) on wave overtopping (see Figure 1).
Low parapet angles εp and wp/hp ≈ 1 provided the largest reduction in the mean wave overtopping
rates. The same tests of Molines et al. [1] are used in this study.
Studies on vertical breakwaters with parapets, such as that by Martinelli et al. [2], have concluded
that wave forces on the vertical breakwater increased when a parapet was constructed. However,
existing methods for evaluating wave forces on crown walls of mound breakwaters by Pedersen [3],
Norgaard et al. [4], Molines [5], Molines et al. [6], and Van Gent and van der Werf [7] do not consider
the influence of a parapet on the wave forces on crown walls (wp = 0).
In Figure 1, Rc is the crest freeboard of the structure, Ac is the armor crest freeboard of the structure,
Fc is the crown wall foundation level, Gc is the crest width of the structure, cotα is the armor slope, h is
the water depth at the toe, ht is the water depth on the toe berm, Bt is the width of the toe berm, Ch is
the crown wall height, Cb is the crown wall width, hp is the parapet height, wp is the parapet width,
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and εp is the parapet angle. In this study, the wave characteristics were identified with the significant
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In this study, the effect of the parapet characteristics on wave forces on crown walls was 
analyzed based on the numerical tests conducted by Molines et al. [1]. This paper is divided into the 
following sections. First, the literature on wave forces on coastal structures with parapets is described. 
Second, 2D physical and numerical model tests are described. Third, the numerical tests are 
validated. Fourth, the results of wave forces are analyzed, and finally, general conclusions are 
provided. 
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wave run-up as a key variable to estimate the wave forces on the crown wall; the higher the virtual 
wave run-up, the higher the wave forces on the crown wall. Molines et al. [6] proposed estimating 
the wave forces on the crown wall of mound breakwaters using the dimensionless mean wave 
overtopping as the key variable.  
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Figure 1. Cross-section of (a) a conventional mound breakwater with a toe berm and crown wall and
(b) parapet characteristics.
In this study, the effect of the parapet characteristics on wave forces on crown walls was analyzed
based on th numerical tests conducted by Molines et al. [1]. This pape is divided into the following
sections. Firs , the literature on wave forces on oastal structures with parapets is descr bed. Second,
2D p y ical and numerical model tests are describe . Third, the numerical test ar validated. Fourth,
the results of wave forces are analyzed, and fi ally, general conclusions are provided.
2. Literature Review on Wave Forces on Coastal Structures with Parapets
Kortenhaus et al. [8,9] analyzed the performance of vertical walls with parapets, focusing
on wave overtopping and wav loading. The authors provided a reduction factor efined as
k = F1/250with parapet/ 1/250without parapet, where F1/250 is the mean of the highest 1/250 horizontal forces.
The higher the dimensionless relative crest freeboard (Rc/Hm0), the lower the parameter k, with a huge
mount of scatter in the data. These authors stated that the parapet provid d a small increase in
horizontal wave forces when Rc/Hm0 > 1.5; however, when Rc/Hm0 < 1.5, the horizontal wave forces
could increase by between 10% and 80%.
Pearson et al. [10] reanalyzed the data of Kortenhaus et al. [9] and reported horizontal wave forces
on structures with parapets approximately two times higher than those on the vertical wall.
Castellino et al. [11] and Martinelli et al. [2] conducted numerical and physical experiments,
respectively, of vertical breakwaters with recurved parapets under non-breaking wave conditions.
Their data showed that parapets with an exit angle θ = 90◦ provided impulsive horizontal maximum
loads up to five times larger than the loads applied to the vertical wall. The impulsive forces appeared
in the range of 0.65 ≤ Hm0/Rc ≤ 0.9. Parapets with an exit angle θ = 45◦ were not subjected to impulsive
loads in the investigated range, and the forces were thus similar to those of the vertical wall case.
Pedersen [3], Norgaard et al. [4], Molines [5], and Van Gent and van der Werf [7] studied the wave
loads on crown walls of mound breakwaters without parapets. The authors used the virtual wave
run-up as a key variable to estimate the wave forces on the crown wall; the higher the virtual wave
run-up, the higher the wave forces on the crown wall. Molines et al. [6] proposed estimating the wave
forces on the crown wall of mound breakwaters using the dimensionless mean wave overtopping as
the key variable.
3. Model Tests
Th physical and numeric models used in this study are fully escribed in Molines et al. [1] and
Smo k et al. [12]. I the next sections, a summa y of e physical and numerical models focused on
the wave forces on crown walls is provided; furth r details are available in Molines et al. [1].
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3.1. Physical Model
In this study, the two-layer Cubipod armored mound breakwater physical tests were used.
A complete description of the tests has been described by Smolka et al. [12]. Tests were carried out
in the wind and wave flume of the Laboratory of Ports and Coasts at the Universitat Politècnica de
València (LPC-UPV).
Tests were conducted in non-breaking wave conditions. The cross-section tested in the wave
flume corresponded to a conventional mound breakwater with a crown wall and without a toe berm.
The physical model had Rc = 0.203 and 0.263 m, Ac = 0.15 m, Gc = 3D50, and cotα = 1.5. The armor
layer had D50 = 0.0382 m and n = 0.41, where D50 is the nominal diameter, and n is the porosity of
the armor layer (see Figure 2). The filter layer had D50 = 0.017 m and the core had D50 = 0.007 m.
Two crown wall heights were tested: Ch = 0.20 and 0.26 m. Figure 2 shows the cross-section of the
physical model with the water level h = 0.55 m.
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position of the pressure sensors. The result was a wave force calculation based on a rectangular 
integration of the wave pressures. Pressure sensors placed in dry positions showed noise in some 
cases, which was eliminated using running average techniques, as seen in Molines [5]. 
Figure 2. Two-layer Cubipod armored mound breakwater tested by Smolka et al. [12]. Dimensions
presented in cm.
Wave conditions, wave overtopping, armor damage, and crown wall stability were analyzed as by
Molines [5] and Smolka et al. [12]. Wave forces were measured using seven Drück PDCR 1830 pressure
sensors (three on the base and four on the vertical wall). The wave gauges and pressure sensors
sampled at 20 Hz. Wave loads on the crown wall were calculated by assuming that each point of the
crown wall takes the pressure value of the closest pressure gauge. Figure 3 illustrates the position of
the pressure sensors. The result was a wave force calculation based on a rectang lar integration of
the wave pressures. Pressure sensors placed in dry positions showed noise in some cases, which was
eliminated using running average techniques, as seen in Molines [5].
Figure 4 shows the cross-section of the wave flume. The locations of the wave gauges required to
apply the method of Mansard and Funke [13] to separate incident and reflected waves are identified as
G1 to G8.
The physical model was tested with regular and irregular waves, increasing the incident wave
height with an almost constant Iribarren number of Irm = tanα/(Hm0/Lm)0.5 ≈ 4.0 and 5.0 (Lm is the local
mean wavelength at the toe). Tests were conducted until massive overtopping occurred or until the
initiation of destruction criteria (where the filter layer is visible) were obtained. Irregular wave series
were created with 1000 waves and the JONSWAP spectrum with a peak enhancement factor of 3.3.
Physical tests were conducted without a reflection absorption system at the wave paddle.
In this study, the numerical model was calibrated in Section 4 using one regular test and seven
irregular tests; the characteristics are summarized in Table 1.
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As discussed previously, the numerical results presented herein were obtained from the model 
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Table 1. Wave characteristics of the physical tests used in this study.
Irm Hm0 (m) Tp (s) Wave Type
4 0.097 1.49 Irregular
4 0.113 1.70 Irregular
4 0.132 1.83 Irregular
4 0.139 1.99 Irregular
5 0.099 2.22 Irregular
5 0.117 2.55 Irregular
5 0.137 3.00 Irregular
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3.2. Numerical Model
As discussed previously, the numerical results presented herein were obtained from the model
described and validated by Molines et al. [1]. This model, implemented in the open-source platform
OpenFOAM®, uses the finite volume method (FVM), to provid a discrete solution to the Navier–Stokes
equations for incompressible flow:
∇u = 0 (1)
∂u
∂t
+ u·∇u = −
1
ρ
∇p + υ∇2u + fb + I (2)
where u is the fluid v locity, p is the fluid pressure, ρ is the fluid d nsity, υ is the kinematic viscosity,
and fb r presents the bo y forces, in this case, gravity, and surfac tension. ‘I’ is the hydraulic gradient
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The equations used to estimate the terms A and B may vary slightly, according to the source.

















where n is the porosity, D50 = (M50/ρr)1/3 is the nominal diameter; M50 represents the median mass
rock elements; ρr is the mass density of the rock elements; KC is the Keulegan–Carpenter number
used to consider the transient nature of flows; and α, β, and C are empirical parameters. In this study,
the parameters α = 200, β = 1.1, C = 0.34, n = 0.40, D50Core = 0.007 m, D50Filter = 0.017 m, and D50Armor =
0.038 m proposed by Molines et al. [1] are used.
The flow model equations were approximated with the PIMPLE algorithm, which combines the
PISO and SIMPLE algorithms detailed by Issa [15] and Patankar [16], respectively. These algorithms
were implemented in OpenFOAM® as ‘interFoam’ for transient isothermal incompressible flows
comprised of immiscible phases.
The flow under study clearly demands the use of a turbulence model. Nevertheless, authors such
as Jacobsen et al. [17] have concluded that a sufficiently accurate estimation of the bulk hydrodynamic
variables can be obtained without a turbulence model. In this study, the same approach was
adopted, which assumed that all significant energy dissipation processes occur within the porous
media (represented by α and β, as described in Jensen et al. [18]). This hypothesis was verified by
Molines et al. [1].
The interface between water and air was identified using the partial volume of fluid (VOF) method
proposed by Hirt and Nichols [19] and was implemented in OpenFOAM® with the multidimensional
limiter for an explicit solution (MULES), to ensure boundedness and consistency of the fluid fraction
(F) field. This variable is the core of the VOF approach and takes values ranging from 0 to 1. A value of
0 corresponds to a cell filled with air, whereas a value of 1 represents a cell filled with water. The fluid
fraction is employed to determine the fluid interface position and to weight the fluid density and




+∇·(uF) = 0 (6)
where u is the velocity, and t is the time. Effects such as numerical diffusion mean that cells near the
fluid interface take values between 1 and 0. In order to define a neat interface, the following term is
added to Equation (6): ∇ucF(1− F), where uc is an artificial compression velocity perpendicular to the
fluid interface (see Berberovic et al. [20]).
In this study, a 2D numerical model was used. Jacobsen et al. [21] suggested that flow characteristics
in the third coordinate do not appear to be important in porous areas. The only noticeable drawback of
2D models is that air pockets trapped by breaking waves need to form a channel to escape from the
water body, which is completely unphysical. This phenomenon was discussed by Jacobsen et al. [17]
and must be carefully addressed, as it may lead to a systematic overestimation of the pressures on
solid structures.
IHFoam was used to generate the boundary conditions associated with the wave characteristics
described in Table 1, along with the active wave absorption method and the porous media, as seen
in Higuera et al. [22–25]. A no-slip boundary condition was used to characterize the solid contours,
and the upper boundary condition was left open to the atmosphere, thus allowing the free exchange of
air with the exterior. A static wavemaker boundary condition was used at the wave paddle.
A 2D structured mesh with rectangular cells was used to discretize the domain, as shown
in Figure 5. The mesh was refined up to 1/32 of the mesh cell size in the freestream region (∆x).
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A progressive refinement of ratio 4 was also adopted in the x-direction upstream of the breakwater,
following the criteria reported by Higuera et al. [22]. Mesh convergence was evaluated using the
Richardson extrapolation method to quantify the independence of the results, which showed that
convergence was attained with a mesh size of ∆x = 2 cm (see Molines et al. [1]).
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Figure 5. Mesh detail of the OpenFOAM® model (Source: Molines et al. [1]).
The numerical model simplifications discussed above have led to acceptable results in assessing
the performance of coastal structures in the past. This has been corroborated in Molines et al. [1],
previous works on coastal structures by Higuera et al. [22] and Castellino et al. [11], and even cases
with complex air–water relations, by Bayón et al. [26–28].
Table 2 reports the geometric properties of the crown wall and parapets (see Figure 1b). The same
case of wave attack was analyzed by generating irregular wave series following the setup of the
experimental model, with the JONSWAP spectrum and peak enhancement factor of 3.3. However,
the number of waves was reduced from 1000 to 500 to save computational time.
The same Hm0 and Tp tested by Smolka et al. [12], and given in Table 1, were tested in the
OpenFOAM® model, but with different time series because we used a different seed. This study was
conducted using 63 OpenFOAM® tests with irregular waves and one OpenFOAM® test with regular
waves. All simulations were run in the RIGEL Computational Cluster of the Universitat Politècnica de
València. As reported by Molines et al. [1], the simulation times were, on average, 200 seconds of CPU
per second of the simulation.
Wave heights and wave pressures were measured in the numerical model at the same positions as
the level and pressure sensors placed in the LPC-UPV wave flume, respectively. All the measurements
sampled at 20 Hz. Figure 6 illustrates the position of the pressure sensors on a crown wall with a
parapet. Wave loads on the crown wall were evaluated, considering that each point of the crown wall
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takes the pressure value of the nearest pressure sensor. The result is a wave force calculation based on
a rectangular integration of the wave pressures.
Table 2. Characteristic structures analyzed in the OpenFOAM® model.
Structure # Rc = Ch (m) Cb (m) Parapet wp (m) hp (m) εp (º)
A0 0.20 0.30 No - - -
A1 0.20 0.30 Yes 0.025 0.025 30
B0 0.26 0.30 No - - -
B1 0.26 0.30 Yes 0.025 0.025 30
B2 0.26 0.30 Yes 0.025 0.050 30
B3 0.26 0.30 Yes 0.050 0.025 30
B4 0.26 0.30 Yes 0.025 0.025 60
B5 0.26 0.30 Yes 0.025 0.050 60
B6 0.26 0.30 Yes 0.050 0.025 60
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where MSE is the mean-squared error, Var is the variance of the measurements, N is the number of
data, oi is the measured value, and ei is the predicted value. 0%≤ rMSE ≤100% is approximately the
percentage of variance not described by the estimator.
Molines et al. [1] validated the OpenFOAM® model with physical tests without parapets, denoted
as structure #A0 in this study. The validation of Molines et al. [1] satisfactorily compared the wave
heights, wave periods, reflection coefficient, and dimensionless mean wave overtopping discharge.
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 provide the validation with regular and irregular waves regarding the wave
forces, respectively. The validated numerical model allowed an analysis of the influence of the parapet
geometry on the wave forces on crown walls, as presented in Section 5.
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4.1. Regular Test
The performance of the numerical model in the time domain was conducted with one regular
test with H = 0.203 m and T = 2.62 s, using structure #A0 without a parapet. Figure 7 illustrates the
up-lift pressures at P1, P2, and P3 and the horizontal pressures at P4, P5, and P6. Figure 7 shows
good agreement between the wave pressures given in the numerical test and those measured in the
physical test. Wave pressures on a crown wall exhibit large variability; horizontal pressures measured
in the laboratory under regular waves provided a mean value, p, and a standard deviation, std,
of p = 13.4 cm and std = 2.0 cm at P4, and p = 10.2 cm and std = 4.2 cm at P6, respectively. Therefore,
the numerical model could reasonably represent the horizontal pressures. Differences were observed
in the up-lift pressures due to the small difference in foundation level caused by cell size restrictions
(Fc_OpenFOAM = 0 m and Fc_laboratory = 0.033 m). Figure 8 shows the pressure distribution of the regular
test in t = 25.15 s, corresponding to one of the highest wave impacts.
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= 2.4% (see Molines et al. [1]). The OpenFOAM®  predictions of Fhmax and MhFhmax, provided in Figure 
9a,c, are acceptable according to (1) the sources of variability in the wave forces described in Section 
4.1, (2) the variability in wave overtopping described by Romano et al. [29], and (3) the relevance of 
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Figure 8. Peak pressure distribution of the physical test with regular waves of H = 0.203 m and
T = 2.62 s in t = 25.15 s. Units presented in Pascals.
4.2. Irregular Tests
The performance of the OpenFOAM® model with irregular waves was investigated with the
irregular tests given in Tabl 1. Figure 9 compares the results of the numerical and physical tests
of str cture #A0 without a parapet; Fhmax is the maximum h rizontal wave force, FvFhmax is he
up-lift force generated by the wave that caused Fhmax, and MhFhmax is th overturning moment due
to horizo tal forces generated by the wave t at c used Fhmax. The stima io s of Fhmax, FvFhmax,
and MhFhmax provid d rMSE = 41.7%, >100%, and 12.8%, respectiv ly.
Roman et al. [29] noticed that when Rc/Hm0 <1.2, the wa overtopping measurements showed
a variability f 20%; when Rc/Hm0 >1.4, the variability was on rder of magnitude. Furthermor ,
wa e overtopping is highly influenced by variations in Hm0, which is predicted in OpenFOAM® ith
rMSE = 2.4% ( ee Molines et al. [1]). The OpenFOAM® pred ctions of Fhmax and MhFhmax, provided
in Figure 9a,c, are acceptable according to (1) the sources of variability in the wave f rces escribed
in Section 4.1, (2) the variability in wave vertopping described by Romano t al. [29], and (3) he
relevance of wave overtopping for estimating wave forces on crown walls (Molines et al. [6]).
The overest mation of up-l ft wave forces given in Figure 9b can be expl ined since the foundation
level of the crown wall in the n merical model was set to 0 m due to cell size restrictions, while in the
laboratory mod , the foundation level was set to 0.033 m. Up-lift forces are pr duced by the wave
flow through the porous media and are thus highly affected by the foundation level.
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5. Influence of a Parapet on Wave Forces on Crown Walls
In this section, wave forces on the crown walls of mound breakwaters with parapets are compared
to those without parapets (see Figure 10). Structure #A1 was compared to structure #A0, and structures
#B1 to #B6 were compared to structure #B0. In this study, the wave forces were made dimensionless as
Fh = Fhmax/(0.5ρgCh2), FvF = FvFhmax/(0.25ρgChCb), and MhF = MhFhmax/(ρgCh3). FvFhmax and MhFhmax
were generated by the same wave as Fhmax. These dimensionless wave forces and overturning moments
were used by Molines [5].
Figure 11a–c, illustrates the comparison of Fh0 and Fhp, FvF0 and FvFp, and MhF0 and MhFp,
respectively, where the subscript ‘0’ indicates the structures without parapets (#A0 and #B0), and the
subscript ‘p’ indicates the structures with parapets (#A1 and #B1 to #B6). The blue dashed line in
Figure 11a,c shows the linear regression comparing structures #A0 and #A1.
Figure 12 illustrates the relationship between Fh, FvF, and MhF with Rc/Hm0. The black dashed
line in Figure 12a,c shows the linear regression comparing Fh and MhF with Rc/Hm0 of structure
#A0, respectively. The solid black line in Figure 12a,c shows the linear regression comparing Fh and
MhF with Rc/Hm0 of structure #A1, respectively. In all cases, the higher the Rc/Hm0, the lower the
dimensionless wave forces.
Figures 11 and 12 show that models #B0 to #B6 with higher crown walls with 1.9 < Rc/Hm0 < 2.6
exhibit a larger dispersion of the measurements than models #A0 and #A1, with shorter crown walls
with 1.4 < Rc/Hm0 < 2.0. Although there is a large amount of scatter in the data, it seems that Fh and
MhF show a tendency to increase when there is a parapet, while FvF provides similar values, regardless
of the existence of a parapet. Figures 11 and 12 show that Fh and MhF increase with a factor around 2
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when there is a parapet in structures #A0 and #A1 (similar to the result given by Pearson et al. [10] for
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Figure 10. Comparison of pressure field and velocity components. Simulation of 180 s of testing with
Hm0i = 0.14 m and Tp = 3 s, and models #B0 and #B2.
Figure 13 illustrates the influence of εp and wp/hp on Fhp/Fh0 (similar figures were obtained for
FvFp/FvF0 and MhFp/MhF0). The dotted lines correspond to the median values. The variability of the
wave forces is so high that no significant influence of the parapet geometry can be derived.
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6. Conclusions
In this study, numerical simulations using the open-source platform OpenFOAM®were conducted
to analyze the influence of the parapet characteristics on the dimensionless wave forces on crown walls
of mound breakwaters. The numerical model was validated in Molines et al. [1] using the physical
tests with a plain wall conducted by Smolka et al. [12]; the OpenFOAM® model was validated in the
time domain with one regular test, while statistical validation was conducted with seven irregular
tests. The estimations provided by the numerical model of the dimensionless horizontal force (Fh) and
dimensionless overturning moment due to horizontal forces (MhF) for irregular waves had percentages
of non-explained variance given by rMSE = 41.7% and 12.8%, respectively.
The output of the numerical model was used to characterize the influence of the parapet
characteristics on the dimensionless wave forces on crown walls. The existence of a parapet increased
the Fh and MhF by a factor of around 2. FvF provides similar values, regardless of the existence of a
parapet. Cross-sections with higher crown walls with 1.9 < Rc/Hm0 < 2.6 exhibit larger dispersion of
the force measurements than cross-sections with shorter crown walls with 1.4 < Rc/Hm0 < 2.0.
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